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Under provisions of the Small Reclamation Projects Act (Public Law 84-984, as amended), Douglas County has
spplied to the Bureau of Reclamation for a Federal loan to develop a dam, reservoir, and related facilities at
the Milltown Hill site on Elk Creek.

This Environmental Impact Statement addresses the construction and operation of the proposed Milltown Hill
Project. The project consists of a 186-foot high dam and 24,143-acre foot reservoir on Elk Creek which would
provide regulated flows of water for irrigation of up to 4,661 acres of arable land, storage and distribution
of water to the cities of Drain and Yoncalla and the community of Rice Hill, allow municipal expansion and
industrial diversification, provide a reliable source of water for rural domestic use, provide opportunities
to improve fish and wildlife habitat, improve water quality, and provide new water-related recreational
facilities. It would also provide limited flood control in and near the city of Drain, and provide the
opportunity to secure 767 additional acres of habitat for the Columbian white-tailed deer as a project
mitigation measure. A portion of the stored water would be released directly into ELk Creek to enhance water
quality and anadromous fish habitat, and to meet the out-of-stream needs of municipal, industrial, and
agricultural users. The remainder of the stored water would be released into a pipeline distribution system
which would improve municipal, industrial and irrigation water supplies to Scotts Valley and Yoncalla Valley,
and provide an additional water supply for rural domestic use in these areas.

The draft environmental impact statement was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency and made available
to the public on December 11, 1991 (DES 91-33). The draft statement was also used to .obtain public review and
comment on wetlands. protection (Executive Order 11990) and floodplain management (Executive Order 11988).

_ The final environmental .impact statement incorporates updates in impact and economic analyses and presents the
,results of agency and public review of the draft environmental impact statement. Based on that review, it has
been determined that (1) no significant changes are required in the proposed project and (2) the analyses
presented in the.draft environmental impact statement remain valid as updated in the final statement.

Federal decision on the proposed project will not be made until at least 30 days after this final environmental
statement has been filed with the Environmental Protection Agency and-the "Notice of Availability" has appeared
in the Federal Register. During that 30-day period, written comments on the content of the final environmental
impact statement will be accepted at the address shown below. These comments will be considered in the Federal
decision process.

For further information regarding the processing or content of this document, contact:
Regional Environmental Officer
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Box 043 550 West Fort Street
Boise, ldaho 83724

(208) 334-9442

Statement Number: - FES 92-19

Filing Date: August 14, 1992
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The purpose of the Milltown Hill Project, a 24, 143 acre-foot
reservoir and pipeline distribution system 19.6 m11es long in the
Elk Creek subbasin (Umpqua River Basin) of western Oregon (Figure
S-1), is to fulfill a portion of the existing and projected needs
of urban and rural water users. The progect would: _ '

- @ Provide 1ncreased water suppl1es durlng the grow1ng
season through an irrigation system, to provide a full
supply of irrigation water for up to 2,601 acres of
arable land in Yoncalla and Scotts Valley, and allow
pumping of water directly from Elk Creek to provide a
full supply up to an additional 1,163 acres of arable
lands along Elk Creek. A supplemental supply would be
provided to 897 acres.

o Provide for the storage and distribution of water to the
cities of Yoncalla and Drain and the community of Rice
Hill, allowing for municipal expansion and industrial
diversification.

o Provide a reliable source of water for rural domestic use
in the areas served by the pipeline system.

° Provide opportunities to improve fish and wildlife
habitat.
o Improve water quality in Elk Creek and Yoncalla Creek.
@  Provide new water-related recreational facilities.
° Provide limited flood control, in and near the city of
Drain.
Need

Historically, Douglas County has relied on the forest products
industry to be its main economic contributor. Timber receipts
account for 70 percent of the County’s revenue. In recent decades
the forest products industry has been subject to unpredictable
supplies and markets for its products. This condition results in
seasonal and sometimes protracted unemployment, which in turn
causes significant losses of revenue for the County. When such
conditions exist, the County is unable to provide continuing

optimal services to its residents. Douglas County has, for
decades, searched for means to diversify its industrial base in the
hope of stabilizing its economy. In 1985, the Bureau of

F:Summary S-1
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Reclamation and the Douglas County Water Resources Survey initiated
the Northern Douglas County Cooperative Water Resources Study to
find solutions to the resource needs in the Elk Creek subbasin.

The primary socio-economic problem in the Elk Creek subbasin
is the 1lack of opportunities for industrial "growth and
diversification. This problem has been on-going for decades. The
area has historically been dependent on one industry, the forest
products industry. The privately-owned, old growth timber base
supplying the resource for the industry has been almost completely
depleted after forty to fifty years of harvesting. Changes in wood -
processing techniques, competition for government-owned ‘timber,
high stumpage and processing costs, and unpredictable markets have
forced most processing plants in the Elk Creek subbasin out of
business. The future of this industry remains uncertain,
especially since recent region-wide controversy has been generated
over the future management of old-growth forests and the protection
of the northern spotted owl, a federally designated threatened
species.

The tourist industry, an important economic factor in Douglas
County, is not a viable income producing alternative in the Elk
Creek subbasin. There are no destination resorts to attract
tourists and water-related recreational opportunities are not
available in the Elk Creek subbasin. There are no federal or state
parks.

The economy of the area is not 1likely to improve unless
opportunities are made available for industrial diversification.
The Milltown Hill Project presents one opportunity. The key to
industrial and economic diversity is the availability of water.
Cooperative investigations between Douglas County and the Bureau of
.Reclamation have found that the area suffers from the lack of year-
‘round supplies of quality water for municipal, industrial and
irrigation use. Lack of water has inhibited economic growth in the
Elk Creek subbasin. Construction and operation of the Milltown
Hill project would store and supply the necessary amounts of water
for municipal growth, industrial diversification, and improved
agricultural development. The project would improve anadromous
fish habitat, water-related recreational activities, and provide
some flood control. Water quality would also be improved.

As a result of the findings of these studies, Douglas County
applied to the Bureau of Reclamation for a loan under the Small
Reclamation Projects Act (SRPA) (P.L. 84-984) to construct and
operate the Milltown Hill Project. This action was taken in May,
1991.

F:Summary S-2
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Both structural and non-structural alternatives for
alleviating water shortages were investigated. Selection of
alternatives to be investigated was based, primarily, on the
criteria of water availability and yield water needs of
agricultural and urban areas, environmental impacts, cost-
effectiveness, and acceptability to the public.

Storage sites investigated on tributaries of Elk Creek and on
Elk Creek mainstem are summarized in Table S-1 and are shown in
Figure S-2. Other structural alternatives con51dered were. .
interbasin transfer of water and ground water pumping. Non- -
structural alternatives considered were purchase of irrigation
water and conservation. These latter alternatives were discarded
because it would be counter to the proposed diversification of a
water-use employment base, costs were prohibitive or water yield
was not sufficient. In addition, active conservation programs are
in effect in both Drain and Yoncalla, and additional reasonable
measures would not significantly affect water use.

efe ed t iv

Project Features

The preferred alternative, the Milltown Hill Project, would
meet all of the municipal and industrial water needs through the
year 2030, and perhaps beyond. Instream habitat needs for
anadromous fish would be enhanced between the dam and the mouth of
Elk Creek. -Livestock would be fenced from riparian areas needing
improvement. Gravel would be deposited in Elk Creek to improve
" spawning conditions. Locations of these areas needing improvement
have been tentatively identified (Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act Report, USFWS, Aug 17, 1990). ‘The irrigation component
provides for irrigation of some new lands and supplemental needs.
It would not provide enough water to develop all arable lands.
However, owner interest surveys show that the preferred alternative
would 1likely meet the water needs of the majority of those
interested in irrigation. The preferred alternative would provide
a reduction in flood levels in the city of Drain.

The preferred alternative would consist of a 24,143 acre-foot
reservoir at river mile 39.4 on Elk Creek. A 186 foot-high dam
(structural height) would inundate 681 acres of land at the 775
foot mean sea level (msl) elevation at normal full pool. The
reservoir would inundate about 4 1/2 miles of Elk Creek and 2 miles
of tributaries (Figures S-2 and S-3).

The total storage capacity of 24,143 acre-feet wo<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>